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REMARKS 

In the final Office Action mailed on October 31 , 2007, the Examiner rejected 
claims 26, 28-30, and 36-44 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection. 

Claims 26, 28-30, and 36-44 are currently pending. Of these claims, claims 26 
and 36 are independent. 

As an initial matter, Applicant would like to thank Examiner Willse for the 
courtesies extended to Applicant's representative during the telephonic interview of 
January 14, 2008. 

As explained to Examiner Willse in the interview, independent claim 26 requires, 
among other things, "providing a device including a single, continuous elongate 
member" and "positioning the device at the in situ valve" (emphasis added). 
Independent claim 36 requires, among other things, "providing a device including a 
single, continuous elongate member" and "positioning and securing [an] anchor at an in 
situ valve" (emphasis added). Contrary to the assertions set forth in the Office Action, 
neither claim 26 nor claim 36 requires positioning of the claimed single, continuous 
elongate member at the in situ valve. In response to Applicant's explanations, 
Examiner Willse agreed that the currently pending claims "read on" the elected 
embodiment of Figure 9. 

For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully requests the reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the Section 112, first paragraph, rejection of claims 26, 28-30, and 
36-44. 
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Applicant respectfully requests that this Request for Reconsideration After Final 
under 37 C.F.R. § 1.116 be considered by the Examiner, placing claims 26, 28-30, and 
36-44 in condition for allowance. There are no proposed amendments, and thus the 
application does not raise new issues or necessitate the undertaking of any additional 
search of the art by the Examiner, since all of the elements and their relationships were 
earlier claimed in the claims as examined. Therefore, this Request for Reconsideration 
After Final should allow for immediate action by the Examiner. 

Furthermore, Applicant respectfully points out that the Final Office Action by the 
Examiner presented some new arguments as to the patentability of Applicants' claims. 
It is respectfully submitted that the entry of this Request for Reconsideration After Final 
would allow the Applicant to reply to the final rejections and place the application in 
condition for allowance. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant requests the consideration of this 
Request for Reconsideration After Final, the Examiner's reconsideration and 
reexamination of the application, and the timely allowance of the pending claims. 

The outstanding Office Action contains characterizations of the claims with which 
Applicant does not necessarily agree. Unless expressly noted otherwise, Applicant 
declines to subscribe to any statement or characterization of the Office Action. 

In discussing the specification and claims in this Request, it is to be understood 
that Applicant is in no way intending to limit the scope of the claims to an exemplary 
embodiment described in the specification or abstract and/or shown in the drawings. 
Rather, Applicant is entitled to have the claims interpreted broadly, to the maximum 
extent permitted by statute, regulation, and applicable case law. 
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Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this Request and charge 

any additional required fees to our Deposit Account No. 06-0916. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, LLP. 



Dated: January 28, 2008 




N. Melwani 
Reg. No. 60,670 
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